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PER CURI AM

WIllis Lindsey OReilly was convicted in 1991 of violating 21
U S. C 8 846 (1994), and sentenced to a termof 63 nonths inprison-
ment and four years supervised rel ease. He began serving his term
of supervised release in 1995 and was subsequently convicted in
state court of taking indecent |iberties with a child. Because the
new crimnal conduct was a violation of the conditions of
O Reilly's supervised release, the district court revoked his
supervi sed release and sentenced him to a term of ten nonths
| mprisonnment consecutive to the state sentence. O Reilly appeal s,
alleging that the district court may not have understood its
authority to inpose a concurrent sentence instead. W affirm

At the revocation hearing, OReilly requested a sentence con-
current with the state sentence he was then serving. The gover nnent
di d not oppose a concurrent sentence. However, the district court,
W t hout comment, inposed a consecutive sentence. Wiile U.S. Sen-

tencing Guidelines Manual 8 7B1.3(f), p.s. (1995) calls for aterm

of i nprisonnment i nposed upon revocati on of supervi sed rel ease to be
consecutive to any sentence the defendant is serving, the Chapter
7 policy statenents are not binding on the district court. See

United States v. Davis, 53 F.3d 638, 641-42 (4th Cir. 1995). There

Is noindicationinthe record that the district court was unaware
of our holding in Davis or believed that it |acked the discretion
to i npose a concurrent sentence.

Consequently, we affirmthe sentence i nposed. W di spense with

oral argunent because the facts and | egal contentions are adequat e-
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ly presented in the materials before the court and argunent woul d

not aid the decisional process.

AFFlI RVED



